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Memorandum

Date: November 24,2008

To: Assistant Commissioner, Staff

Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

FTom: DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGFTWAY PATROL
Administrative Services Division

FileNo.: 070.Al1898.bsaauditnov2008report20O8-112

Subject: BUREAU OF STATE AUDITS ELECTRONIC WASTE - NOVEMBER 2008,
REPORT 2008-tt2

Administrative Services Division has reviewed the Bureau of State Audits Electronic Waste
Report 2008-112 and associated recommendations. We appreciate the opportunity to improve
our processes which have been outlined on the attached response from the Business Services
Section's Supply Services Unit (SSU). While there is always room for improvement, the items
identified that may have been disposed of incorrectly represent .1 8 ton or .47 percent of the total
of the 38.3 tons of e-waste recycled during 2007.

Listed below are each of the recommendations from the report and corrective action that has

been taken:

Recommendation:

To avoid contaminating the environment through the inappropriate discarding of electronic
devices, state agencies should ascertain whether the electronic devices that require disposal can
go into the trash. Alternatively, state agencies could treat all electronic devices they wish to
discard as universal waste and recycle them.

Response:

COMPLETE - Supply Services Unit has developed an electronic waste (e-waste) disposition
process, updated desk procedures, and SSU's Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to define
e-waste. These procedures include completing the Property Survey Report (STD 152) 'manner
of disposal' field and defining all electronic devices as universal waste to be disposed of by
authorized e-waste recyclers.

Recommendation:
To help state agencies' efforts to prevent their e-waste from entering landfills, Toxic Substances
Control, the Waste Management Board, and the Department of General Services (DGS) shoulcl
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work together to identify and implement methods that will communicate clearly to state agencies
their responsibilities for handling and disposing of e-waste properly and that will inform the
agencies about the resources available to assist them. This report identifies five specifrc
approaches that the state could use to implement this recommendation, One approach is to have
DGS, in consultation with Toxic Substances Control and the Waste Management Board, amend
applicable sections of the State Administrative Manual to include e-waste among the items that
state agencies are required to recycle.

Response:

COMPLETE - Administrative Services Division has submitted a letter to DGS requesting
notification, by Management Memorandum, of significant changes in e-waste laws and

requirements. Also, in order to standardize reporting on the Property Survey Report (STD 152) a

new field be added to identiff the disposition of e-waste items.

Recommendation:

If the Legislature believes that state agencies should track more accurately the amounts of
e-waste they generate, recycle, and discard, it should consider imposing a requirement that
agencies do so, Moreover, if the Legislature believes that more targeted, frequent or extensive
oversight related to state agencies' recycling and disposal of e-waste is necessary, the Legislature
should consider assigning this responsibility to a specific agency.

Response:

COMPLETE - Procedures have been put in place to accurately track e-waste. If further
requirements are enacted, they will be implemented,

Recommendation:

Finally, state agencies should consider implementing the two best practices we identified:
developing a thorough duty statement for recycling coordinators that includes a list of
responsibilities related to e-waste, and using vendors from DGS' master services agreement
when the agencies need recycling services.

Response:

COMPLETE - Desk procedures have been updated and the Master Services Agreement is used
to identiff qualified recyclers. Supply Services Unit will also do semi-annual reviews to e-waste
web sites, including Toxic Substance Control, Waste Management Board, and DGS, to ensure
compliance with nedchanging requirements.



L.A. PAOLINI, Chief

cc: Business Services Section
Fleet Operations Section
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Electronic Waste
Some State Agencies Have Discarded Their
Electronic Waste lmproperly, While State and
Local Oversight ls Limited

REPORT NUMBER 2OO8-1 1 2, NOVEMBER 2OO8

Responses from eight audited state agencies as of November 2008

Tlrc )oint Lcgislativc Audit Commit[cc askcd thc Iiurcar"r of Stalc

Audits to revieu, state agencies' cornpÌiance lvith lar,r's and regulatior-rs

governing the recycling and disposal of electronic waste (e-r,vaste). The

impropel disposal of e-r¡,aste in the State may presellt lrealrh problems

fol its citizens. Accorcling to the U.S. Environneutal Protection
Agency (USEPA), computer monitors and oldel television picture

tr-rbes each contain an average of four pour.rds of lead aucl reqttire
special handling aL lhe end of their useful lives, The USEPA s[ates that
human exposure to lead can presenI health ploblems ranging from
developmental issues in uuborn children to brain and kidney damage

in adults. In addition to containing lead, electronic devices can contain
other toxic materials such as chrornittm, cadtniurn, auci mercury.

Huurans may be exposed to toxic materials from e-waste if its disposal

results in the contamination of soil or drirl[<ing waler

Finding #1: State agencies appear to have improperly discarded some

electronic devices.

ln a sample of property survey t'eports we reviewed, two of the five

slate agencies in our audit sarnple-the Deparln-rent of Motor Vehicles

(Motor Vehicles) and the Employment Development Department
(Employment Development)-collectivell' reported discarcting

26 eìectronic devices in thc trash. These 26 cleclrorric dcvices included
such items as fäx rnachines, tape recot'ders, calcttlatot's, spealcers, and

a videocassette recorder that we believe could be considered e-waste.

The property sLlrve)' reports for the other three slate agencies ln our
sarnple-the Calìfornia Highway Patrol (CHP), the Departrnent of
Transportation (Caltrans), and the Department of Justice (Justice)-do
not clearly identify how the agencies disposed of their electronic
devices; however, ali three inclicated that their practices inclLrdecl

placing a total of mole than 350 of these items in the trash.

Stale regulations require wasle generators to deLermine whether their
waste, inch.rding e-waste, is lrazardous befole disposing of it. However,
n<¡ne of ihe fìve sta[e agencies in our sample c<¡uld deuronslrate that
they lool< steps to assess whethel' [heil e-\'aste was hazardous before
placing that waste in the trash. Fulther the California lntegrated
'Vlasle Managemenl- Board (lfaste Mauagemenl Boalcl) has advised

consumers, "Unless you are sure Ithe electronic device] is not
hazaldous, you slrouid p¡'esLrme [that] these types of devices neecl

to be recycled ol disposed of as hazardous waste and that they may

not be throu,n in the trashl'

Audit Highlights,,,

)ur review of frve stlte 0gencies' ptlctkes

f or h andl i ng el ectron ir w oste (e-waste)

reveoled that:

> The Departnent of Motor Vehicles and the

Empl oyment Devel opm e nt D epartm ent

improperly dßposed of elecùln¡( devices

in the trash between tanuory 2007 and

July 2008.

> TheCalifornio Highway Potrol, Departnent

of lransp ortotion, and D epørtment of

Justice did not clearly indiøte how

they dßposed of some oftheir e-woste;

however, all indicated that they t00 have

distarded some e-waste inthe trcsh.

> The Iack of clear conmunirution fron

oversight ogencies, coupled with some

stlte employees' lack of knowledge about

e-woste, contributed to these instonces of

improper disposal.

> Stdte dgencies do not cons¡stently rep\rt

the omount of e-wostethey d¡vert frcm

mu n ici p al I on dfr Iß. f urth e r rep o rt in g

such information on e-woste is not

required.

¡ Stote and locol oversight of e-waste

generotors ß infrequent, and their

rev¡ews m0y not always identify instances

when sttte agenc¡es have improperly

discorded e-woste,
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To avoid contaminafing the envlronment through the inappropriate discarding of electronic clevices,

we recommended that state agencies àscertain whether the electronic devices that require disposal can

go into the trash. Alternatively, state agencies could treat all electronic clevices they wi5¡ to discard as

universal u'aste and recycle them.

State Agenc ies' Actio n s : P rn ¿ing,'

According to their fespollses to Our audit reporl, the five state a.gencies:we otot'

Vehicles' caltrans' Emplovment Development' 
" '*lä1I:i;îîi'åt'.i,irt,nr.r'ur poricies:ancl

ctlonic disposal procedures to incluäe managing
swaste,,Employment Devélopment stated that

it will evaluate the opportunity to dispose of all its electronic devices as'universál waste. .Finall¡

Justice stated that it concurswith the reports recommendations andwill'conlinue to dispose of
surplus equipment through recycling.

Finding #2: Opportunities exist to efficiently and effectively inform state agencies about the

e-waste responsibil ities.

Because all fi.¡e slate agencies in our sample had eithe¡ disca,rded sr¡me ol thei¡ e-r¡aste in th.e trash

or slaffasserted that lhe,agencies had done so, we colrcluded that some staffmen-rbers at these

agcncics may lack sufficicnt knowlcdgc about holv to disposc of [his rvastc propcrly. 'Vlc thereforc

exarnined wirat infonnation oversighl agencies, such as the Depaltment of Toxic Substances Control
(Toxic Substances Control), the \ffaste Management Board, and the Department of General Services

(General Ser.vices) plovided to state agencies and what steps state agencies took to learn abor-rt

proper e-wasLe disposal, Slaff members at the five slaLe agcncies we reviewed-including those in

chalge of e-waste disposal, recycling coordinators, and properly survey board members who apProve

.-,"*t. clisposal-statecl that they had received no informatiott fi'om Toxic Substances Control, the

Was[e Management Boald, ol General Services related to the recycling or disposal of e-waste.

Fur[her, l¡ased on our review ofthese thlee oversight agencies, il appears lhel' ¡¡u. not issued

instructions specifically ainred aI stalc agencies dcscribing the process they must follow when di,sposing

of their' .-*,nri.. A[ lrost, we saw evidence that Genelal Services and the lù/aste Management Board

collaboratcd to issr"rc guidclincs in 2003. Thcsc guidclincs state: "For all damagcd or nonworking
electronic equiprnent, find a recycler who can ìrandle that type of equipmetrtl' However, the 'V?'aste

Management Boald indicated that state agencies are not reqr.tired to adhere to these guidelines;

General Selvices def'elred to the W'aste Management Board's opinion,

Alternalively, solne siate agencies we s¡roke with lealned about e-was[e t'equirements through their'

or¡,n research. For example, the recycling coordinal-or at )ustice conducted her own on-lilre reseat'ch lcl

idenfify legally acceptable melhods for disposing of e-waste. Tlrrough her.l'esearch of various.Web sites

at the iède;al, state, ar.rd local govelnment levels, she determined which electronic devices Justice would

manage as e-waste and located e-waste collectors who would pick up or allow Justice to drop oflits
e-wasle at no chalge.

'lflhile 
Justice's iuitiative js laudable, we l¡elieve that it ls neither effective nor efficienl to exPect staffat

all state agerrcies to identify e-waste requirements on their own, Some state aget'rcies lnay Ilot be awat'e

that it is ilÌegal to discard certain types of electronic devices in the trash, and it may lÌever occur to them

to perform ir-rch research before thro'uving these devices ar,vay. Fur[hel, having staffal each of the more

lhan 200 state agencies perforrn the sanre type of research is duplìcative.
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The State could use any of at least Êve approaches to convey to state agencies more efficietltly ar-rd

cffcctivcly lhc agcncics' c-!vaste management responsibilities, One approach wor-rld be to have Toxic

Substances Control, the ìlaste Management Board, or Genelal Services, eithe¡ alone or in collaboration

with one ot.more of the others, directll, contact b),mail, e-mail, or other method the director or other

appropriatc offtcial, such as tìrc recycling coordir.ralor ol chicf info¡mation officer, at cach state agcrlcy

coriveying hovv each ¿igency should clispose of its e-r¡,aste. Other trpproaches incllrde:

, Having the VlasLc Managerncnl Board impÌemcnt a rec1,slll1g prograllt lrtr electrrlnic devices ownccl

l¡)'state agencies'

. lncluding e-waste as pall- of the trainir-rg relaLed kr lecycÌing provided by lhe VTa.sLe ManagemenI Board.

. Having Gcneral Services, Toxic Substanccs Control, and [hc 'Vl'asLe Management Board worl<

together lo amend applicable sectiol-rs of the State Administrative Manual that perlain to recycling lo

.specifically inclucle electronic clevices.

. Modifying an exlsting execntive order ol issuing a new onc relaled to e-waste recycling that

incorporates requit'etnents aimed at e-\^/aste disposal.

To help state ageucies' efforts to prevent their e-waste fiom et-rtering landfrlLs, we recomlrendecl that
Toxic Snbslances Control, the Wasle lvlanagement Board, and General Services worì< together lo

identify and irnplement methods that will cotnmunicate clearly to state agencies theil responsibilities

for handling and dìsposing of e-rvaste ploperly and that will inform the agencies about the resources

available lo assist them.

Støle Agcncies' Actíons : Pending,

Thc threc ovcrsight,agencies included in our audil concul't:cd with oul r greed
-to work collrbo.ãtiu"Iy with each other to imPlement solutions'for ensu

stateiagencies is.managed legdlly anc|safely. Further, Genelal Services st ng

with olher.entities, rtwil1 amend:applicable sections of the.state Administrative Manual:to ensure

that they clearly require the iecycling or disposal of e-waste;in accordance with applicable laws,

regulations, and policies.

Finding #3; State agencies report inconsistently their data on e-waste diverted from municipal landfills.

lvlost of thc fivc slaLc agencics irr our sarnplc rcported divelting e-lvaste Írom municipaì landfills.
'Vfaste diversion includes actjvities snch as soul'ce reduciion or lecycling waste. In 1999 l-he State

euacted legislation reqLrilirrg state agencies to divert at least 50 percent of their solid waste fi'oll landfill

disposal by lanuetry I,2OO4. State agencies anr.ruaily clescribe their status on tneeting this goal by

subrnitting reports indicating lhe tons of various fypes of waste diver[ed, A cornportent of the report
pertair.rs specifìcally to e-wasle Belween 2004 and 2007, four of the fìve slate agencies in our sample

reported dìvertinga cornbinecl Lolal of more than 250 tons of e-\ fas[e. Tire fifth state agency, Caltrans,

explainecl that il lepolted its e-waste divelsioli statistics in other categories of its le1>orts that were not

specihc lo e-waste.

Several faclols caLrse Lrs to have concel'rls about the leliability and accuracy of the amounts that these

sta[e agencies Lepolted as divertecl e-waste. First, these s[ate agencies were not ali,r'ays consistent in
the wa1, the), calcLrlated the anrount of e-waste to report or in the way lhel'reported it. Fo¡ example,

Errrployment Developmeni's antouu[ for 2007 include clata onll' froln its Northern California
r,r,alehouse; tlre amount did noi inclnde information flom its Sor-tthell.l California warehouse, Also

for2007, the CHP inclLrded its diverted e-waste in othet'categories, while Caltrans did so for all years

r.eportecl, Furlhet although instruclions call for reporting qr-tanlitles in tons, for2007 Jr-ts[ice reported

3,951 e-waste ilems diverted. Moreover, divelsion of e-waste does not cottnt [owal'd compliance with
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the soìicl waste diversion ulandate, so state agerÌcies may not include it. The rùí/asle Management Board

explained that e-waste is not solid waste, and thus state agencies are not required to report how rnuch

they divert from mur.ricipal landfìIls.

'Ihc Wastc Managcrncnl Board also allows statc agcrrcics to usc various nrcthods [o ca]culalc lhc

¿ìnlounts that they repolt as diverted, For instance, ¡ather' [han conduct on-site disposal ancl was[e

reduclion audits to assess waste nrarrageurent practices at ever)/ facilify, a state agency can estimate its

diversion anouìlts from various sampling methods approved by the VTaste Management Board.

If the Legislatule beiieves thai state agencies shouìd tlack lnore accurately lhe arnor-rnts of e-waste they

ge¡er.ate, r'ecycle, and discald, we reconlnel'ìded it considel imposing a t'equiletnent that agencies do so.

Legisl atív e Actio n : Ihnlcn otvn,

We are not awat'e of any legislatÍve action at this time,

Finding #4: State agencies'compliance with e-waste requ¡rements receives infrequent assessments that

are simply components of other reviews.

A state agency's decision regarding how to dispose of e-waste is subject to revie'¡'b)'local entities, such

as cities and coulrties, as well as by Genelal Services. \ùí/e found tliat the Sacrameuto Countl' pl'ograln

agency and General Services perform reviews infrequently, and these reviews may not always identify

instances in which state agencies have disposed of e-waste improperly.

Local age¡cics certified by the California Er-rvironmental Protection Agency are given responsibility

uncler.slate law to implement and enforce the State's hazarclous waste laws and regulations, which

include requirements pertaining to universal waste. These.local agencies, referred to as program

age¡cies, perf<lrrn periodic inspections of hazarclous waste generators. The inspections performed

by the program agerlcy for Sacramento County at'e infrequent and may fail to include certain s[ate

aget-tcies tñat genérate e-waste. According to this program agency, which has lhe responsibility to

inspect state agencies within its jurisdiction, its policy is to inspect hazardous waste geuerators once

ever1, ¡h¡s. years. For the 6ve state agencies in our sample, we asked the Sacratnento County program

age¡cy to provide us with the inspection reports [hat it cornpleted uudel its hazaldous waste gellerator

piog.o.n îe inspection reports we received were dated be[ween 2005 and 2008, Ve focused on the

irrrã.dnur waste generator program because Sacramento County's itrspectors evaluate a generatot"s

courpliance with ihe State's universal waste requiretnents ltnder this progralll (universal waste is a

subsãt of hazal'dous waste, and it may include e-waste). ln its response to our request, the Sact'anrento

Cour-rty progranl agenc)/ provided seven inspection reports that coveled four of the five state agencies

i,-r o'-r¡- sumpìe. The-sacrarnento County program agency provided three inspection reports for Caltrans,

onc rcport for Justicc, onc for thc Cl-lP, and lrvo inspcction rcPorls f'or lvioror Vchiclcs. Thc progran.r

ug"n.y did not provide us with an inspectiorl reporl for Ernploymeut Developtnent, indicating that this

dèpartnrent is not beìng regula[ed Llnder the progÌ'an1 agency's hazaldous waste generator progl'am.

Tire Sacramento Cor"rniy progtam agency cxplained thal it targets its inspections specifically toward

haza¡dous \,vaste genet'ators and not generators lhat have universal waste onl¡ allhough tire program

agency will inspeit fol violations related to universal waste dLlring ils inspections, As_a result, the

Sãcr.ame¡to Cóunty pl'ogl'alr agency ûìay never inspect Employrnent Development if it generates only

universal n,as[e.

The State Administrative Manual establishes a state policy requiring state agencies to obtain General

Servjces'appr.oval befole disposing olany state-owned sttrplus proPerty, r¡'hich could include obsolete

or broken ãiectr.onic ctevices, In aclditiou to reviewiug and approving these clisposal reqltests, General

Services periodically audits state agencies [o ensure the1, ¿¡s con-rplying u,ith the State Adminìstrative

Manual and other requirements. General Services'l'eviews of slate agencies at'e infrequent and it

is uncleal ivhether [hãse levieu,s would identify state agencies lhat have inapplopriately disposed

of tlieir e-u,aste. According to its audit plan for Janualy 2007 through June 2008, General Selvices

coltclucts "exte¡tal compliánce audits" of other- state agencies to determine whether they comply

with rcquirernenLs that ale under the pulvier,r,of certain divisions ol offrces within Gencral Serviccs.
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One such ofhce is General Services'Office of Surplus Ploperty and Reutilization, u,hich reviews and

approves the properly surve)¡ reporls that state agencies must submit before disposing of surplus

property. According to its audit plan, General Services' auditors perform Levieu's to assess u'hethel state

agencies completed these reports properll,and disposed of the surplus equipment promptly. General

Service.s'audit plan illdicates that it audited each of the five state agencies itr our sample between 1999

through 2004, andthat it plans to perform another review ofthese agencies within the next seven to

eight years,

When Gene¡al Services does perform its reviews, iI is unclear'¿'hethet'General Sel'vices would identify
instances in which state agencies improperly discarded e-waste b1' placing it in the trash, General

Services' auclitors focus on whether state agencies properll, complete the properil' survey reports and

not on hor¡'the agencíes actually dispose of the surplus property, For example, according to its audit
procedures, General Services' auditors r.r,ill review properly survey reports to ensure that they contain
the proper signatures and that the slate agencies disposed ofthe properfy "without unreasonable delayl'

Afler thc end of r:ur ficldwork, Gcneral Services revised its audit procedttres to ensltre thai its auditors
evaluate hor¡,state agencies are disposing of theil e-1vasle. General Service.s provided us with ils frnal

revised audit guide and survey demonstt'ating that its audi[ors will now "verify lhat disposal of e-wasle
is [sent] to a local recycler/salvage compan)¡ and nclt sent to a landfìlll'

lfthe Legislature believes that more targeted, frequent, ol'extensive oversight lelated to state agencies'

r.ecycling and disposai of e-waste is necessary, we recolllmended lhat the Legislature consider assigning

this responsibiÌity to a speciûc agency.

Legislativ e. Action: tfnknow n.

lÇfe'are not aware of any'legislative.action at this time,

Finding #5: Some state agencies use best practices to manage e-waste.

Duling our reviewwe identifìed some s[ate agencies that engage in activities that we consider best

practices for managing e-waste. These practices wenl beyond [he requiremenls found in .state law

and regulations, and they appeared to help ensLrre that e-rvaste cloes not end up in landfills. One best

practice we obselved was Justice's establishment of veli, thorough duty requilements for its recyçll¡g
coordinalor. Tlcse requirements provide clear guiclelines and expectations, listing such duties as

providing advice ancl direction to valious managers about lecycling requirements, legal mandates,

goals, and objectives. The dulies also inch.rde providing training to department staffregarding their
duties and responsibilities as they pertain to lecycling. in addition, the recyclitrg coordinator maintains

curren[ knowledge of recycling laws arìd u,orks with the Vaste Managemetrt Board and other external

agencies in meeling.state and departmental recycling goals and objectives. Tllree of the remaining
lour state agencies in our sample did not have detailed duty statetlen[s specifrcally for lheir recyclir-rg

coorclinators. These three state agencies-the Cl-tP, Motor Vehicles, and Employrnent l)eveloPment-
bricfly addrc.sscd rccycling coordinatiolt in tlrc dr-rt1, statcmcllt for thc rcspcctivc individual's position.
Caltrans, the remaining s[ate agenc), in oul sarnple, indicated that it clid not have a duty slaLenrent for'

i[s rccyclir.rg coordinaLor. l-hc crcation of a dctailccl dr-tty statcmcnt similal'to thc one used lly Justice
would l'relp state agencies ensure that they cornpll, with rnandated recycling lequit'etnenls, lhat they

maintain and distribLrte rlp-to-date information, and that agencies coniintte to divelt e-waste from
r.nunicipal Iandfills.

A second besl prac[ice we noted was state agencies' use of recycling vendors from General Services'

mastel selvices agleement. Genelal Services established this agreement to provide state agencies r,r'ith

the opportunity fo obtain competitive prices from plequalifred contractors [hat have the expertise to

handle theil'e-waste. For a contractor to be listed on General Services'master set'vices agreement, it
mustpossess [hreeyeals ofexperience in ploviding recycling services to universal u'aste generators,

be registered with Toxic Substances Control as a hazardous waste handler, and ensltre that all activities
resulting in the disposition of e-waste are cousistent with the Electronic Vfl'aste Recycling Act of 2003.
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The master services agreetnent also lists recyclìng vendors by geographic region, allowing state ageucies

lo sclcct vcndors that will covcr thcir area. Many rccycling vcndors undcr tìrc agrccmcnt offcr to pick

up e-\4raste at no cÕst, although most require that state agencies ureet tninimum weight requiretnents.

Bãsed on a revier¿, of their property surve)¡ reports, we sau, evidence that the CHP, Caltrans, Justice, and

Ernployment Development all used vendors from this agreement to recl'c[6 some of their e-waste.

\X/e recommerrcled that state agencies consider implementing the two best practices we idcntified.


